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In the United States, higher or postsecondary education includes a diverse
set of institutions and contexts that vary across a number of dimensions. For
instance, these institutions can differ with regard to the academic programs
they offer and the numbers and types of degrees they grant. Also, they range
in size from smaller community colleges with enrollments below some second-
ary schools to land-grant universities with enrollments topping 50,000. The
students served by particular institutions also vary widely. Some institutions
are designed more for the needs of minority, immigrant, low-income, or lower
achieving populations; others have costs and academic standards thart limit
their enrollments to wealthier or more elite students. As a whole, the system of
higher education in the United States has been lauded as the best in world and
Toutinely draws large numbers of students from other countries (Schmidtlein
& Berdahl, 2011 ).

There also is an increasing recognition that too many students who
begin 3 postsecondary education ultimately disengage and fail to complete
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any academic degree. Recent statistics, for instance, suggest that more th

40% of the first-time-in-college students who initially enro'lled full-time ip,

a 4-year institution failed to graduate within 6 years (National Center fo;
ion Statistics, 2012).

(Bean & Eaton, 2000; Tinto, 1993). Earlie,
indications of this disengagement can include receiving low grades, failing 1,
complete assignments, skipping classes, dropping out of individual courses,
or perhaps leaving a specific major. Motivational disengagement, such as
decreases in students’ self-confidence, interest, and value for the material they
are learning, is an important factor that contributes to these poor academic
outcomes. In two extensive reviews, for instance, self-efficacy was identified
as a critical determinant of college students’ academic success (Richardson,
Abraham, & Bond, 2012; Robbins et al., 2004).

Disengagement and the failure of postsecondary students to complete
an academic degree is a critical problem for many reasons. Obtaining a col-
lege degree remains an important pathway to individual economic success
and well-being. In contrast, students who drop out of college can amass
large amounts of debt that negatively influence their own outlook and the
larger economy. College dropouts also consume institutional and financial
resources that might otherwise support students who would persist and gradu-
ate. Disengagement of students from particular majors or academic programs
is also an ongoing national concern. Combined, these issues point to a con-
tinuing and increasingly vital need to understand and ameliorate the factors
that contribute to students’ academic and motivational disengagement in
postsecondary settings.

Self-regulated learning (SRL) is one model used to understand stu-
dents’ engagement and achievement in academic settings (Cleary &
Zimmerman, 2012; Wolters & Taylor, 2012). Furthermore, SRL may be
especially salient as students enter postsecondary contexts (Cohen, 2012;
Park, Edmondson, & Lee, 2012; Pintrich & Zusho, 2007). One reason is
that, for many students, beginning a higher education is accompanied by
increased personal and social freedom, responsibility, and independence:
Many students are—often for the first extended time—away from the direct
Supecvision of parents. College typically presents students with additional
OppOrEIIGes and greater flexibility with regard to their social life and aca-
depnc pursuits. The nature of instruction and academic demands can also
shift dramatically. Compared with many academic requirements in high
5‘3*100!, CC'“EE.E courses are more rigorous and involve less time in class

few:ver interactions with instructors, more long-term assignments and evalu-
ations, and less direct oversight regarding when and how assignments get
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Completed. Postsecondary educational contexts, therefore, are likel
cesent serious challlenges to students’ continuing motivazi::m and . : .
engagement in leammg. i
The purpose of this chapter is to evaluate SRL as one model for bett
understanding and addressing motivational aspects of college students’ di:f
engagement. Accordlpglv. the remainder of the chapter is divided into four
major sections. We briefly describe our model of SRI. and how it applies to
motivational disengaggment among college students. We then review three
ypes of SRL interventions designed to prevent or ameliorate disengagement
among college students. We recommend several instructional practices and
policies that can be used to nurture students’ SRL, especially with regard
ro their regulation of motivation. Last, we recommend future directions for
the research linking college students’ SRL and their engagement within

academic contexts.

SRL AS A FRAMEWORK FOR
UNDERSTANDING DISENGAGEMENT

Models of SRL have emerged from a diverse set of theoretical roots
that incorporate research investigating cognitive and social development,
metacognition, volition, and motivation (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2007).
Despite this diversity, most models share several core assumptions and a goal
of trying to understand and explain individuals’ active management of their
own academic functioning (Pintrich, 2004). In line with this perspective,
we view college students’ SRL as an active, constructive process through
which they set academic goals and work to monitor and control dimensions
of the learning process to accomplish those goals (Pintrich & Zusho, 2007;

Wolters, 2003).
Diﬂ?lensi(ms

The dimensions of learning that students can actively manage during
include their own cognition, motivation, and behavior, and elements

e academic context (Pintrich & Zusho, 2007). Cognition concerns
encode, process, or learn

¢ various mental processes individuals use to .
¥hen engaged in aca‘zlemic tasks (Pintrich, 2004; Winne & Hadwin, 19?[8).
ts’ cognitive and metacognitive learning strategies have most o eg
been used to represent these processes. A second dimension of Iegrntng an
“NZagement that students can self-regulate is their phvsi‘cal.acm;?ns,l od\«:ert
€onduct, or behavior. For example, students manage th!::lr time, inclu uﬁ
“hen and how much effort they devote toward completing academic tas
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(Zimmerman, Greenberg, & Weinstein, 1994). A third facet of their
learning that students can self-regulate is the context or environment
(Corno, 2001; Pintrich, 2004). Students, for instance, might monitor and
control the lighting, temperature, and noise in their environment. They
might manage interactions with their teachers, parents, and peers to pro-
mote their own learning (Corno, 2001; Wolters, 2003). Finally, students
can self-regulate motivation (Pintrich, 2004; Wolters, 2003), including
the direct influence of their motivational beliefs and attitudes (e.g., self-
efficacy, value, interests) on their engagement in academic tasks. In addi-

i this dimension
‘monitor, and control their motivation. (Wolters. 2003). Al hc-c

four dimensions are integrated and each is critical to the overall SRL, in
the remainder of this chapter, we focus on students’ self-regulation of their

motivation.

Phases of SRL

In line with many others (Boekaerts, 1996; Greene & Azevedo, 2007;
Pintrich & Zusho, 2007; Winne & Hadwin, 2008; Zimmerman, 2000), we
also view SRL as involving multiple interdependent phases. One phase, often

label )

(GRleamingsuceessiully) For instance, students waiting for a class lecture

to start might think about how important the course is with regard to their
major, but they also may consider how difficult it has been to understand the
material and how worried they are about getting a good grade on the next

RS SR EREMEEEEEs. Srudents’ understanding of problems, distrac-

tions, or other impediments that detract from their motivation may also be

part of what they monitor. During class, for example, students might become
aware that they are not really interested in the day’s topic, that they are being
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_ by alerts on their phone, or that the lack of visual aids makes them
s confident in their ability to understand the material.

A third phase identified in most models of SRL has been labeled (REGD
(Pintrich, 2004; Winne & Hadwin, 2008; Zimmerman,

feel

Pintrich et al., 2000;

%I, nmerman, 2000)- For instance, students might bring a cup of coffee to stay
Jertin large lecture hall and sit away from perceived distractions. This phase
o reflects learners” strategic efforts to change what they are doing to sustain or
votheir motivation. AAfeFstadent Al theiF motivation iswaningdi

A fourth phase incorporated within many models of SRL includes stu-
Jents’ efforts to reflect on and respond to feedback generated through their
own monitoring or from external reactions to their performance. Motivational
aspects of this phase are embodied within the attributional process (Weiner,
200) and when students update their beliefs about the interestingness, dif-
After a class
has finished, for example, students might conclude that being motivated in
the course is challenging because the professor is boring, that sitting by the
door makes it difficult to concentrate, or that making up personal examples
to illustrate the material makes it more interesting,

Although conceptually distinct, these different phases do not rep-
resent a strict time-ordered sequence or a causally connected linear process
(Pintrich & Zusho, 2007; Winne & Hadwin, 2008; Zimmerman, 2000).
Rather, they provide a structure and emphasize that SRL is a function of
students’ active and adaptive engagement before, during, and after the com-
pletion of academic tasks. Furthermore, they highlight that SRIJRECessSanly
‘mvolves continuous feedback loops whereby students set goals, evaluate their

(Cleary

immerman, 2012). As the review here highlights, college students can

engage in this type of feedback loop to self-regulate their own motivational
that are critical to engagement and learning.

INTERVENTIONS FOR IMPROVING COLLEGE STUDENTS' SRL

?RL has proven useful for understanding and predicting college stu-
t: academic funcrioning (Kitsantas, 2002; Pintrich & Zusho, 2007;

Vol €15, 1998). Students characterized as more frequently involved in SRL
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. As a result, some research-
roductive learners-
o succcsil;l_i?g;al of formal education shou]B(i:bli Li::hzg%
djﬁ:{:‘ma; become self-regulat_eddl_le:;::f“iption i rn‘lam,r 0}
is vi int 18

Boe 96). Critical to this viewpoint e ® sieiviihor SRU am
ockaerts, I e, sl belies, and disposiom 5
theu

i nt. . | :
menﬁ;::ﬁcl;nn]:;:: :Irllestudents' GRL can result from [;Eqr;{;niv ?;F;'z“;;;;j
odeling, and crial and error (Schunk & Zlmme:i'ﬂt‘a:‘{;ugh p':!rp()ﬁ‘eﬁll inter:
:;Jolters, iﬂl 1). In addition, stl.bcan be }:::fr:;znseiorﬁ  beseducaties
, : directed by teachers, _ 4 : :
v;n}tlm:l: i!&eszlir:ler:e:;inﬂles}%). We center our discussion on iir:;en:tt:tcl:&
fiegiglrted to improve SRL within postsecondary PDP“lazi'gx' gm fgcus o
attention to the motivational aspects of zhesqte l?tsg‘{,e; : pri-l'ﬂ o v o
y . 8]
adjunct interventions that have develoir::ﬁ oS < (Flofer, Yu, & Plateich,
2011). We con-

than those embedded within regular co i
1998; Zimmerman, Moylan, Hudesman, Whltt'., & Flugn}an, s
sider three types of interventions in our discussion: tutoring, W ps,

we identify potential strengths and weak-
] aspects of SRL among postsecondary

extended course work. For each,
nesses for fostering the motivationa : :
dence of their effectiveness. Table 3.1

students and consider the empirical evi
presents a summary of the points in this discussion.

tend to be mo
ers have argue
skills so that stu

Tutoring

Academic counseling, tutoring, mentoring, or other one-on-one instruc-
tional experiences represent a common type of intervention used to improve
college students’ SRL. One defining feature of this type of intervention is the
individualized nature of the experience. Unlike more traditional academic
tutoring (Topping, 1996), individualized SRL interventions are not pri-
marily geared toward improving students’ knowledge or understanding within
a particular content area. Instead, tutoring in SRL is focused on improving the
more general underlying beliefs, attitudes, and skills necessary for SRL (see
e T T
o i e d?ﬁgti}as and be iefs, however, it can be difficult

One advantage of thi lm.:tmn. ——

able to respond to fz ;:lndt ivl;dtﬂ:lm B ll'ltt?rventlon ISR GsAus
: ual student’s needs regarding academic course

content and SRL skills (Hock, Deshler, & Schumak g :
tutor can assess students’ areas: of ne d’ i hc S Tl
On one or more strategies to hel t}T wll: o Slund quickly Has
number of researchers have begin tenti RO
grams designed to achieve goals Simila(:- ) e;?.lop Cl'~?'11“1l1~'futerized tutoring pro-
0 this type of individualized tutoring
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comparison of Postsecondary Self-Regulated Learnin

TABLE 3.1

e > g Intervention T
Category Tutoring Workeho e
io charac-  Counseling, ment = s
sic € 2 [l ntor-
BE‘ltczn'istics or ing, or coaching Oﬂc':;‘%gf%ugh_ Leaming to Leamn
description ~ Focused more on centers bl (L2L), Student
SAL and less on student . gergw Success, or
specific academic  Often reqlﬁfe‘:;‘fabon Learning and
subjects, but struggling o or Mthanon Strat-
interventions can at-risk slgderms egies course
include both Offered as elective
credit or required
for students
enrolled in
developmental

Duration Shc_)_rl-term y Short-term Loi‘;zﬁ:ﬁ: one

(~30-80 minutes) (~60-180 minutes) academic session
Students can attend  Not usually offered (e.g semestarl

one or multiple as a series (i.e., qda;tea') :

sessions, so dura- students only

tion may vary by attend one

student session)

Dimensions Based on individual  Typically focused on  All four areas can
of SRL student need one or two spe- be covered, but
covered Could cover one or cific dimensions not often equally

all dimensions or strategies (e.g., Both theory and
note-taking or strategies of SRL
mind-mapping)

Strengths Tutors able to Quick “shot” of SRL  More comprehen-
assess individual instruction sive approach to
student needs Able to focus on a developing effec-

If multiple sessions, specific strategy tive SRL engage-
opportunity or area of SRL ment behaviors
for students to Multiple oppor-
receive and apply tunities for feed-
feedback back and data

generation
Empirical evidence
of improved
grades, retention,
and SRL engage-
ment of course
takers A
y idance on Minimal evidence
Weaknesses  Not typically Nohgﬁo';n o ity “f elfeciiveness
comprehensive e ini ing stu-
: 4 behaviors after in improving
SAL interven 2 pERAE tion dents' regulation
tions (i.e., theory initial instruc  F malivation
behind strategies
not typical;y
discussed esent more in
Nature of Not present unless  Not ge_neglally Prsome courses
motivational motivation is available than in others,
feedback specific focus depending on
loop of intervention curriculum and
sessions focus of institution




(Azevedo, 2005; Hadwin & Winne, 2001). Improving students’ motiu}ati{?na:jl
feedback loop or motivational regulation, however, is not a commonly cite

indivi i it is delivered.
oal of individual tutoring, regardless of how it is | _
) Empirical evidence that personalized tutoring programs can improve

student learning and performance is limited (.Hocl.( et a'iI.. 1999;_ Norton
& Crowley, 1995). Evidence that these individualized interventions can
be effective for improving attitudes, beliefs, or Fhe ‘planmng. mcimtm'mg;c
and strategies necessary for motivational regulation is even rarer. In one o

the few studies that have examined the effect of tutoring programl:. on stu-
dents’ SRL engagement, an individualized intervention developev:’] 3:1 Bult:'*ir
(2003) proved successful for helping college studetnts with a learning 'Za [;1 "
ity improve their ability to engage in SRL. In thnls system, student_s and the
trained instructors jointly select what tasks they will com?lete; th‘e instructor
asks questions, promotes reflection, and prompts students strategic thinking;
and the student discusses, articulates, and makes final decisions about how
tasks are to be completed (Butler, 2003). This work shows that supporting,
developing, and improving the motivational and strategic aspects of SRL also
can be incorporated into individual tutoring sessions.

Workshops

Workshops represent a second type of academic intervention geared
toward improving SRL. Commonly offered through campus learning cen-
ters or other support units, this type of intervention is directed at improv-
ing one or two component skills within SRL (e.g., note taking, time
management), often with a small group of students. Although they may be
components of a larger program, workshops most often represent discrete
experiences that are independent of other instructional supports (Norton
& Crowley, 1995). Asan example, a learning center might offer individual
workshops, each covering a different aspect of SRL, with attendance vol-
untary (see Chapters 9 and 10, this volume, for details about professional
development workshops).

0 10 s e o o8 nerventions ca be sppe-
i ey e e quired level o cor_nm:tme.nt is relatively low
periences linked to their perceived needs. When

i:::;her fhsadx.rant.age of t.hese Programs is their duration: Although stu-
may receive instruction to help them generate data to modify their
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oreover, there is litf-le time for them to practice and receive feedback on
skills they are being raught.

any Empirical research that has evaluated the effectiveness of actual work-

hops for improving students’ SRL, engagement,

T al. However,

and academic performance

In addition, students who received intervention services
often outperformed those who did not (Norton & Crowley, 1995). To the

extent that they reflect sirr}ilar short-term experiences designed to improve
« discrete set of skills, beliefs, or dispositions, evidence for the efficacy of
instructional treatments within experimental studies also indicates that
workshops can be effective. For instance, studies have consistently shown
that short-term interventions can be used to train students of all ages to
ase more motivationally adaptive attributions (Perry, Hechter, Menec, &
Weinberg, 1993; Weiner, 2012). These interventions can range from a single
session to multiple sessions spread out over time and have been shown to
help students generate more adaptive attributions (Haynes, Ruthig, Perry,
Stupnisky, & Hall, 2006; Perry et al., 1993) and increase their likelihood

of academic success (Haynes et al., 2006; Haynes Stewart et al., 2011; Van
Overwalle & de Metsenaere, 1990).

Course Work

A third type of intervention designed to improve college students’

SRL is a formal, semester-long, credit-bearing course. Colloquially termed
Learning to Learn (L2L), these courses often are designed to help stu-
dents improve their academic performance by instructing them in some of
the theory behind the process and about specific strategies necessary for SRL.
In general, course-takers may first be provided with a general overview of
SRL and how the process affects academic outcomes. Then, throughout the
semester, students are taught specific SRL strategies and provided opportuni-
ties to apply the strategies to current courses or assignments. These courses
play an important role in providing academic support to undergraduate college
students (Dembo, 2004) and thrive ata range of institutions (Forster, Swallow,
Fodor, & Foulser, 1999; Petrie & Helmcamp, 1998; Simpson, Hynd, Nist, &
Burrell, 1997). L2L courses are offered under many titles and descriptions (e.g.,
tudent Success Course, Introduction to College, and College 101), with a
curriculum that varies across institutions. The still expanding selection of
i;mﬁoh (e.g., Dembo & Seli, 2013; Downing, 2010; Ellis, 2013; Tuckman,

Y, & Smith, 2008; Van Blerkom, 2012) intended for these courses is evi-
dence of their popularity.
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Despite the inherent variance in their particular features and require-
ments, many prototypical elements exist within these courses. For instance,
many cover the cognitive, motivational or affective, behavioral, and con.
textual dimensions inherent in SRL (Bembenutty, 2008; Hofer etal., 1998).
Specific topics often include time management, gnal-s.ett ing, decision
making, affect management, test-taking, and help-seeking, and specific
information processing techniques based on cognitive psycholcg-,rj Other
aspects that contribute to students’ success, including career planning and
exposure to campus resources, such as academic ad\r’iSIng and thf campus
learning center, also may be covered. Instruction that builds motivational
strategies and feedback loops that focus on motivation are not uncommon
within these courses (Hofer et al., 1998). In general, for-credit L2L courses
appear to provide an effective context for SRL interventions because
they provide motivational instruction and strategy instruction with meta-
cognitive information, and some courses provide contextual support and

feedback.
Empirical research that has documented the effectiveness of for-credit

courses designed to foster SRL is limited but growing. For instance, course-
takers have been found to earn higher semester grade point averages than
non—course-taker comparison students in both the semesters of enrollment
and subsequent academic terms (Bail, Zhang, & Tachiyama, 2008; Tuckman,
2003; Tuckman & Kennedy, 201 1; Weinstein, 1994). Moreover, course enroll-
ment appears to improve the likelihood that students are retained between
semesters (Forster et al., 1999; Lipsky & Ender, 1990; Tuckman & Kennedy,
2011) and complete their degrees (Bail et al., 2008; Schnell, Louis, &
Doetkott, 2003; Tuckman & Kennedy, 2011; Weinstein, Dierking, Husman,
Roska, & Powdrill, 1998). Course-takers have reported higher levels of SRL
engagement at the end of the semester (Forster et al., 1999; Hofer & Yu,
2003; Petrie & Helmcamp, 1998), a finding that suggests that SRL courses
help students become more engaged in managing their own learning pro-
cesses. Specifically, students have frequently reported higher levels of aspects
of achievement motivation, such as self-efficacy, by course’s end (Hofer &

Yu, 2003).

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING COURSE-BASED
SRL INTERVENTIONS

Despite the limited research directly evaluating particular components
of course-based SRL interventions, it is possible to make recommendations
regarding the practices and policies for the design and implementation of
these courses. In this section, we consider methods of enhancing college
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studentsl awareness, monitoring,

e and regulation of their motivation and
engagement within the context of

semester-long SRL courses.

Practices

ese adaptive forms of motivation include competence about doing
the task, about themselves, value for the topic, and interest in the learning

activities. Of course, one obvious implication of this assumption is that inter-
ventions can be designed to directly improve students’ motivational beliefs
and attitudes. For instance, an intervention can be planned so that students’
values for course materials, students’ confidence in their academic abilities, or
other forms of motivation become stronger and more adaprive for engagement.

A second implication of this assumption is that interventions to

improve SRL should promote students’ understanding or awareness of the
different forms of motivation that may affect their engagement and perfor-
mance within academic tasks. Many students may understand that material
or tasks that are boring or lack value may take more effort and self-restraint
tolearn. Other nuances of motivation may be understood less pervasively, for
instance, the importance of making adaptive attributions about why setbacks
have occurred (Weiner, 2012), how a sense of autonomy or relatedness might
make some learning more appealing (Jones, 2009), or how breaking down
challenging tasks into bite-sized pieces helps increase self-efficacy ( Tuckman
etal.,, 2008).

A related implication is that interventions should teach students effec-
tive methods for activating adaptive motivational beliefs during the fore-
thought stage of SRL. Students who dwell on past difficulties, perceived
shortcomings in their abilities, or the negative implications of potential
failures are held down by their own disparaging beliefs. More optimistic or
positive thinking may be beneficial, but it may not come naturally for all stu-
dents. Hence, interventions can help students establish tactics for activating
more adaptive beliefs that highlight competencies, interest, value, feelings
of autonomy, or other forms of motivation that will encourage the types of
engagement, effort, and persistence that more often produce success.

Consistent with the central role of monitoring within SRL, an effective
course-based intervention for improving college students’ SRL should also
include efforts to improve learners’ ability and propensity to monitor their
Motivation. The self-adjusting, self-correcting nature of SRL depends on stu-
dents’ ability to monitor different aspects of their own engagement within a
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learning task (Butler & Winne, 1995). When considering motivation, for
instance, at least two dimensions might be the target of students’ monitoring.
Students may simply monitor their ongoing level of motivation: Are they
feeling motivated and willing to be engaged and work hard at completing a
task? Students who fail to take notice of their ongoing level of motivation
may find themselves distracted, disengaged, or lacking deep engagement. A
second aspect of motivation that can be monitored is the type, source, or form
of motivation underlying a student’s engagement in learning. For example,
some students are motivated to outperform their peers (i.e., performance
goals), whereas others are driven by more personal goals, such as being the
first in their families to earn a college degree. Research has suggested that
some forms of motivation may not be as adaptive as others (Anderman, Gray,
& Chang, 2012; Jones, 2009; Schunk & Pajares, 2009). As a result, it may be
useful for students to understand the source of their motivation and whether
it could be changed. As an example, monitoring might lead students to real-
ize thar they are working only to get a good grade or to outperform their peers,
rather than to learn the material deeply for more intrinsic reasons.

The usefulness of understanding and monitoring one’s own motiva-
tion is limited unless students are also able to take steps designed to control,
self-correct, adjust, or regulate and improve the situation, when necessary.
Students must have and be able to adeptly implement strategies for the regu-
lation of motivation. As with more cognitive strategies (Hadwin & Winne,
1996; Pressley & Harris, 2009), Sieabilif o efectvelyimplementmotivas

tional regulation strategies is a function of students’ declarative, procedural,
@and ‘conditional knowledge' regarding those strategies. Interventions for
improving students’ SRL and motivational engagement, therefore, should
include efforts to build each of these different forms of strategic knowledge.
Declarative knowledge can be improved by exposing students to multiple
types of motivational regulation strategies. Interventions should incorpo-
rate instruction (e.g., modeling, direct explanation) in how to enact the
different types of strategies to build procedural knowledge. Interventions
should also include opportunities to engage in varied practice in a way that
builds conditional knowledge about when or under what circumstances strat-
egies work best. For learning strategies to become actively implemented out-
Sfde O.f the intervention, students need time to practice those strategies in
situations s:.rmlar to ones in which the strategies will actually be used and in
dw?rse g (Dembo, 2004; Hadwin & Winne, 1996; Weinstein, 1994;
Wemstﬁem et al., 19?8). Instead of simply teaching students about learning
strategies, .lnterventu_ms are most effective when students are able to apply
the strategies to real-life problems and learning situations (Hadwin & Winne,

1996; Hﬂﬂiﬁ. Biggs. & Purdie. 1996) For example, an instructor could first

teach students how to use positive self-talk o regulate motivation, then allow
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students time to practice self-
currently enrolled.

The importance of reflection or i =
an effective SRL intervention should i;e:li:;z_n[? Lﬁ?::;;iﬁ[ 1c‘at|o[t;l&;r wha
on more immediate situations and changes in behavior, reﬂ::l:gn hi[gl?lc .l:;:
the need tbccy) gener;:e adgiti;;\al metacognitive knowledge about oneself as a
leal?ﬂet, about tasks, and about st}*at.egles on a broader and more long-term
basis. SRL interventions sl:muld include efforts to make students aware of
these processes and to _provlde them methods of engaging in these processes
ina p_urposeﬁll 311'2_1 actwelmanner. One well-established type of intervention
that illustrates this goal is attribution retraining programs (Haynes et al.,
2006; Perry et 3!-- 1993). One shortcoming of this work is that, in many cases,
students are trained to make more adaptive attributions but are not provided
the insight necessary to be aware of this process to effectively continue to the
evaluative process.

Reflection is also an important process for building metacognitive knowl-
edge about the effectiveness of regulatory strategies, including those associated
with motivation. Teaching college students effective methods for engaging in
reflection about their motivational experiences during learning, what obsta-
cles were most difficult to overcome, which strategies worked best (or worst),
and what changes might be necessary in the future should improve their over-
all SRL. However, simply practicing the strategy does nor guarantee that the
student will master the SRL process; students must leam to generate and ana-
lyze performance data to change their SRL behaviors (Cleary, Platten, &
Nelson, 2008; Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). To truly help students develop
effective self-regulation of motivation skills, they need to receive feedback
and instruction throughout the semester. It would be beneficial for students
to provide data regarding their motivational engagement at multiple times
during the course with an opportunity to receive feedback from their instruc-
tors or peers. For example, on the first day of the semester, students could be
asked to state their reason for being in college (i.e., their goal) as part of an
icebreaker exercise. After each student shares his or her goal with the class,
the instructor could state that it is important for students to be aware of
their goals because, ultimately, these goals will serve as the students’ source
of motivation throughout their college careers. The definition of motivation
established by Pintrich and Schunk (2002) could be displayed to the class so
that learners see how goals are integral to motivation: “Motivation is the pro-
cess whereby goal-directed activity is instigated and 5“5‘.'-3?1“"1" (p. 5). This
activity could be repeated during the semester by providing students time
to reflect on their originally stared goals; the instructor woufd.prompl stu-
dents to determine if their goals had changed and if the strategies they used
to achieve their goals had changed. Moreover, students could be asked to

talk with a peer for o course in which they are
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goals or StEPS they

ing their )
i dualized by having

faced in 1€ =
i ien =] the'r'r have U 'nd““
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Along with thes .
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it is also possible to make broader recom
policies concerning SRL interventions.
breadth of SRL, we suggest that, for many students, Al
holistic interventions may be more effective than short-term training wi

more isolated components. Although shorter term programs, S.UCh ookl
shops, can improve particular aspects of students’ SRL.(E-gw time manage-
ment, use of cognitive strategy), SRL is a multifaceted, interdependent, ?nd
recursive process. It can be challenging to promote the broad set of beliefs,
attitudes, and skills, and to practice the feedback cycles students must master
to be effective at SRL without extended attention. Hence, the semester-long
duration of for-credit courses may provide a more fitting context to best teach
SRL to college students.

The demand for credit-bearing courses is quite robust, even within large,
prestigious, and academically rigorous univers ities (Weinstein et al., 1998). It
is reasonable to assume that similar courses would be viable interventions for
promoting student success at other institutions. An implication for broader
policy, therefore, is that more universities should consider instituting these
types of courses. Although student success courses often are offered as part of
d_e"'e lopmental or remedial education, most students can benefit from instruc-
Ell;r: that suppdorts greater engagement in SRL (Bembenutty, 2008). Given

man : :
e e e
best be targeted to first- or second-year stud e o R

Another broader principle ; }: s -
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e e e o oty ol s
and e"ed o improve the SRL of advanced or honors students might include
dcslgf;he oretical justification and discussion than a course created for strug-
n‘lli(:; at-risk students: ekt ¢ ; .

Transfer i8 ﬂﬂﬂf. er cr1ttc_a issue when it comes to evaluating the
(iveness of SRL interventions (Hofer et al., 1998). When focused on
effec 'n.general aspects of SRL, the effectiveness of courses and other inter-
dom?;ns depends on students’ ability to mindfully transfer what they have
venﬂed to the specific contexts where it is needed. This type of high-road
::ﬁ; rransfer often proves difficult to achieve in learners of any age. SRL
interventions might also include the type of repeated practice that is sup-
to promote low-road transfer of particular strategies or skills. Although

more casily achieved, this automatic use of strategies can run counter to the

more reflective and conscious awareness of one’s own learning that is central

to SRL.

DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH

SRL remains an active and fertile model for conducting research on
students’ motivation, engagement, and academic achievement. Within this
larger area of research are many potentially productive avenues of research
examining SRL interventions designed to improve motivation and motiva-
tional feedback loops that will reduce disengagement among college students.
In this section, we highlight several directions that would add key insights
into our understanding of how educators and policymakers can support these
interventions.

Perhaps most salient, additional research is needed to establish more
firmly that extended for-credit courses positively influence students’ aca-
demic functioning in ways that promote motivation, engagement, and
subsequent achievement. Although some research has shown this connec-
tion (e.g., Tuckman & Kennedy, 2011), it is limited and far from conclu-
sive. In particular, additional research is needed that expands the types
o-f academic outcomes linked to SRL. The effectiveness of SRL interven-
tions has most typically been evaluated by the links to individual course

€s or to grade point averages for a semester (Bail et al., 2008; Lipsky
ngggiﬂ. 1990; Tu'ckman. 2003; Tuckman & Kennedy, 2011; We'instt:in etal.,
Pl Although important, grades do not provide a complete picture of aca-
teunm performance and can lack validity with regarf:l to predicting longer
e n{:; ezl‘u:macaf;it:mir: indicators of success. Research linking Farticipatiun in
e _SRL interventions with retention, graduation, choice of major, or

tindicators of postsecondary academic success would add substantially to
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fhuose intervention pieces tied to students’ awareness rand regUIat:on of L.h.e"
own motivation. In contrast to the work on cognitive an .me-aco?x?;twe
strategies (Hattie et al., 1996), research examining these motivational inter-
ventions has been more limited. .
¢ direction for future research is to

Another potentially importan .
evaluate the role that workshops, tutoring, or other short-term lI‘Eter\j’en-
tions can have on college students’ SRL and their subsequent motivation,

engagement, and academic performance. Not every student TR partici-
pate in an extended for-credit course to self-regulate their learning more
effectively. More limited but targeted interventions may be sufficient,
especially for certain students or under some circumstances. For instance,
workshops on aspects of SRL that gain increased salience when students
enter postsecondary contexts (e.g., time management, help-seeking) may
be effective, even for students who are well skilled with regard to other
forms of SRL (e.g., cognitive strategies). Especially needed are studies that
investigate whether those aspects of SRL tied most closely to motivational
regulation can be effectively improved through workshops or similar types
of interventions.

Within all these lines of research is a need for more experimental or
quasi-experimental work that will produce greater insights into the causal
relations between participating in particular interventions and improve-
ments in academic outcomes. The research on SRL has been criticized for
a0 S e o (Ve &
always possible within educatio Pii - 18 that experimental designs are not

. nal contexts. For instance, college students

often cannot be assigned or required to 1 S
shops, or tutoring sessions. Moreover, th cg.m plete particular courses, work-
and subsequent course-taking can l'(; ke' 1:’1@.1'5“1? Ofba.th peior experiel?ces
comparison groups. Preventing or Evz edui l_fﬁCUlt L . A
instructional practices presumed to ben efjlytl-ng sm.dems from exposure to
ment can also be problematic. Still usetul for their learning and engage-
dents who are or are not exposed to research that compares groups of stu-
to particular SRL interventions is needed
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o establish the causal connections necessary to more broadly advocate for
articular instructional practices.

CONCLUSION

SRL has emerged as an important model for understanding and improv-
ing college students’ academic functioning (Pintrich & Zusho, 2007). One
part of this emergence has been the development of interventions designed to
support the growth of students” SRL, including their motivational regulation
(Hofer et al., 1998; Tuckman & Kennedy, 2011). A comprehensive articula-
tion of these interventions, including a firm understanding of the elements
that are most critical to students’ development of SRL and later academic
success, however, has not been presented. In particular, the features of these
interventions that are necessary for initiating and sustaining a motivational
feedback loop, improving motivation, and preventing students’ disengage-
ment are still underdeveloped. Additional efforts at designing and testing
these interventions are clearly needed.

All signs suggest that, going forward, these efforts will be productive in
providing insights that help practitioners create effective SRL interventions.
Hopefully, these research-based interventions will shape a future generation
of motivated, engaged, self-regulated postsecondary learners confident in
their capabilities to learn and, ultimately, positively affect their worlds.
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